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our support. I would ask that this 
measure be supported. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentlewoman from Texas (Ms. 
JACKSON-LEE) that the House suspend 
the rules and pass the bill, H.R. 3095. 

The question was taken; and (two- 
thirds being in the affirmative) the 
rules were suspended and the bill was 
passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

f 

CAMPAIGN EXPENDITURE 
TRANSPARENCY ACT 

Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Speaker, I move to suspend the rules 
and pass the bill (H.R. 2630) to amend 
the Federal Election Campaign Act of 
1971 to prohibit authorized committees 
and leadership PACs of a candidate or 
an individual holding Federal office 
from making payments to the can-
didate’s or individual’s spouse, to re-
quire such committees and PACs to re-
port on disbursements made to the im-
mediate family members of the can-
didate or individual, and for other pur-
poses, as amended. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The text of the bill is as follows: 

H.R. 2630 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Campaign 
Expenditure Transparency Act’’. 
SEC. 2. PROHIBITING USE OF CAMPAIGN FUNDS 

TO COMPENSATE SPOUSES OF CAN-
DIDATES; DISCLOSURE OF PAY-
MENTS MADE TO SPOUSES AND FAM-
ILY MEMBERS. 

(a) PROHIBITION; DISCLOSURE.—Section 313 
of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971 
(2 U.S.C. 439a) is amended by adding at the 
end the following new subsection: 

‘‘(c) PROHIBITING COMPENSATION OF 
SPOUSES; DISCLOSURE OF PAYMENTS TO 
SPOUSES AND FAMILY MEMBERS.— 

‘‘(1) PROHIBITING COMPENSATION OF 
SPOUSES.—Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of this Act, no authorized committee of 
a candidate or any other political committee 
established, maintained, or controlled by a 
candidate or an individual holding Federal 
office (other than a political committee of a 
political party) shall directly or indirectly 
compensate the spouse of the candidate or 
individual (as the case may be) for services 
provided to or on behalf of the committee. 

‘‘(2) DISCLOSURE OF PAYMENTS TO SPOUSES 
AND IMMEDIATE FAMILY MEMBERS.—In addi-
tion to any other information included in a 
report submitted under section 304 by a com-
mittee described in paragraph (1), the com-
mittee shall include in the report a separate 
statement of any payments, including direct 
or indirect compensation, made to the 
spouse or any immediate family member of 
the candidate or individual involved during 
the period covered by the report. 

‘‘(3) IMMEDIATE FAMILY MEMBER DEFINED.— 
In this subsection, the term ‘immediate fam-
ily member’ means the son, daughter, son-in- 
law, daughter-in-law, mother, father, broth-
er, sister, brother-in-law, sister-in-law, or 
grandchild of the candidate or individual in-
volved.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 
313(a)(1) of such Act (2 U.S.C. 439a(a)(1)) is 
amended by striking ‘‘for otherwise’’ and in-
serting ‘‘subject to subsection (c), for other-
wise’’. 
SEC. 3. IMPOSITION OF PENALTY AGAINST CAN-

DIDATE OR OFFICEHOLDER. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 309 of the Federal 

Election Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 437g) 
is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing new subsection: 

‘‘(e) In the case of a violation of section 
313(c) committed by a committee described 
in such section, if the candidate or indi-
vidual involved knew of the violation, any 
penalty imposed under this section shall be 
imposed on the candidate or individual and 
not on the committee.’’. 

(b) PROHIBITING REIMBURSEMENT BY COM-
MITTEE.—Section 313(c) of such Act (2 U.S.C. 
439a(c)), as added by section 2(a), is amend-
ed— 

(1) by redesignating paragraph (3) as para-
graph (4); and 

(2) by inserting after paragraph (2) the fol-
lowing new paragraph: 

‘‘(3) PROHIBITING REIMBURSEMENT BY COM-
MITTEE OF PENALTY PAID BY CANDIDATE FOR 
VIOLATIONS.—A committee described in para-
graph (1) may not make any payment to re-
imburse the candidate or individual involved 
for any penalty imposed for a violation of 
this subsection which is required to be paid 
by the candidate or individual under section 
309(e).’’. 
SEC. 4. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

The amendments made by this Act shall 
apply with respect to elections occurring 
after December 2007. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania (Mr. BRADY) and the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. MCCAR-
THY) each will control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 
Mr. GOHMERT. Mr. Speaker, I have 

a parliamentary inquiry. My under-
standing of the rules is that the time 
may be controlled by someone who is 
in opposition. 

I do not know if the Republican rep-
resentative is in actual opposition to 
this bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Would 
the gentleman from California like to 
state his position for the record? 

Mr. MCCARTHY of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I support the bill, but oppose 
the process. 

Mr. GOHMERT. Mr. Speaker, I am 
opposed to the bill and, when asked 
under the rules, would claim the time 
in opposition. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 1(c) of rule XV, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. GOHMERT) will 
control the 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield myself as much time 
as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I stand with the House 
leadership in full support of H.R. 2630, 
the Campaign Expenditure Trans-
parency Act. 

This legislation will help to reassure 
Americans that their public officials 
are working in their interest and not 
for personal gain. This bill will amend 

the Federal Election Campaign Act to 
protect candidates or Federal office-
holders from either directly or indi-
rectly compensating their spouses with 
funds from any authorized political 
committee under their control. 

H.R. 2630 also creates an important 
new requirement to disclose any com-
pensation paid from campaign coffers 
to the immediate family members of 
the candidate or officeholder. The bill 
ensures that the rigid penalties for vio-
lations are enforced personally against 
the candidates or officeholders. It 
would prohibit political committees 
from reimbursing candidates or office-
holders for any penalties. 

Some may say this legislation may 
prevent some from running for office 
because they will run the risk of 
accidently violating the law. This is 
not the case. These penalties may only 
take effect if the candidate or office-
holder is aware of the violation. 

H.R. 2630 is another way we can re-
store the confidence that the people’s 
House is working for all Americans. I 
urge all Members to support this legis-
lation. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. GOHMERT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

The majority says they want to end 
the culture of corruption. There has 
been both the appearance of impro-
priety here in Congress and, in some 
cases, actual impropriety. These im-
proprieties, despite any demagoguery, 
know no party bounds. 

But the big elephant in the room 
that no one wants to talk about, in re-
cent years, has involved other issues, 
issues like spouses going to work for 
major companies who have large gov-
ernment contracts and benefit from 
having an employee in the lawmaker’s 
home. Does the Democratic majority 
seek to end this problem with this bill? 
No, they don’t. That might step on im-
portant toes. 

Another major problem that is not 
transparent is spouses themselves who 
lobby. Does the Democratic majority 
seek to end or regulate that by this 
bill? The answer is, no, they do not. 
That might step on too many impor-
tant toes here in Washington. 

So who will be affected by this bill in 
which the Democratic majority avoid-
ed any hearings to gather evidence and 
thereby prevented any opportunity for 
people like me to come forward with 
evidence and move toward this lack of 
transparency in this back-room process 
to shove it down our throats here on 
the floor? 

It is said that they want to stop of-
ficeholders from enriching themselves 
or their families. I am one of those who 
would be affected, and it may be help-
ful to know exactly what kind of an ef-
fect it will have. 

My story is this: While practicing 
law in Tyler, Texas, it became appar-
ent that we had a major problem in one 
of our highest-level trial courts. I tried 
for months to find someone with the 
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experience and qualifications who 
would step up and run against this in-
cumbent Republican. 

I could not find anybody, since people 
said, well, he was the first Republican 
elected in our county, so let’s just let 
him stay. No one is owed a public of-
fice. 

I was reluctant to take a pay cut and 
go to work at the courthouse, but in 
November of 1991, having found no one 
at that point who was willing to step 
up, my wife and I decided that that was 
our lot in life, for me to bring in less 
money, but help by making our com-
munity a better place in which to live. 
There was a tremendous backlog of fel-
ony cases in which the defendants were 
out on bond and had not gone to trial. 

I got elected. Though the backlog 
was staggering, and new cases contin-
ued to pour in in record numbers, with-
in 10 years I had helped, and with the 
good help of a good district attorney, 
we moved and reduced the number of 
pending cases, trying cases, record 
numbers, moving cases. We reduced the 
number of backlog cases by 80 percent 
or more. 

Some years later one of my daugh-
ters said, while I was still on the 
bench, ‘‘Daddy, we have to watch our 
spending, and you could make a lot 
more money. Why don’t you?’’ I said, 
‘‘Sweetheart, if I have not taught you 
that there are some things more impor-
tant than money, then I have failed.’’ 
She said, ‘‘I know, but it would be nice 
to have some big money come in from 
time to time anyway.’’ 

My wife and I felt our best contribu-
tion that we could make to our com-
munity, our State and our country was 
for me to be a judge, and that’s what 
we did. After years on the bench, it be-
came clear that we desperately needed 
some legislative changes, and I be-
lieved it a constitutional violation to 
legislate from the bench. 

When a term to which I was ap-
pointed to finish as chief justice of an 
appellate court expired, I had to decide 
whether or not to stay on the bench in 
a justice role or wait and potentially 
run for Congress. Again, my wife, my 
partner, and I made the joint decision 
to step out in faith, not take a sure job, 
and potentially run for Congress. 

After leaving the bench, I success-
fully completed the ruling training and 
testing to become a recognized inter-
national arbitrator as well as a medi-
ator, and was told I had the potential 
of making in a month what a Congress-
man makes in a year. But this country 
needed help, and it seemed to my wife 
and me, after much consideration, con-
sultation and prayer, that this was a 
place, once again, where I could help. 

b 1530 

My wife Kathy has an MBA in ac-
counting, had done excellent account-
ing work and had done so before she 
was invited to substitute at a high 
school for students with problems. She 
loved, as she said: ‘‘Seeing the light 
come on in these young people,’’ and 

she taught there for years before I 
began to run for Congress. 

She gave up her teaching job and 
worked for months without pay toward 
our goal. She is an incredible organizer 
and the most trusted friend I could 
have. We had the same goals of making 
this a better country. She knows our 
district; my supporters know her and 
love her and trust her. She makes con-
stant appearances for me when I can’t 
be there because of conflicts here in 
the District. She is invaluable to my 
reelection and works tirelessly, includ-
ing in the evenings, when the day’s ap-
pearances do not allow her to do her 
job then. 

As far as my family situation, we 
have one daughter who graduated in 
May from college and two more to go. 

The laws are such now that you real-
ly have to have at least one campaign 
employee even in nonelection years, 
and that hardworking confidante has 
been my wife. We began to pay her 
what she could make teaching, and it 
was completely transparent. Every-
thing, as both sides know, has to be 
filed, and the public knows we are a 
campaign team with full transparency 
because of existing laws requiring 
transparency by campaigns. She gets 
paid much less than she could in busi-
ness and has been offered more money 
in another job, and that is also why 
this has been a mutual sacrifice. 

One other thing: when we committed 
to make this run for Congress in 2003, 
which we knew would be over a 11⁄2- 
year process, we gave all the energy, 
all the effort, all the work. We truly 
pledged, as was put in the Declaration 
of Independence, our lives, our for-
tunes, and our sacred honor. 

Because I was running and could not 
provide the money production I had 
been before being a judge, my wife and 
I struggled with the decision, and ulti-
mately decided to cash out my judicial 
retirement as well as her teacher re-
tirement to live on while we pursued 
this dream of making America better. 

As most of America does not know 
but Members of Congress here do know, 
there is no great big fat cat retirement 
for Members of Congress, despite the e- 
mails people may read at this time un-
less someone has been here for many 
years. And, yes, Mr. Speaker, America 
should know that we are all enrolled in 
Social Security here in Congress. It 
may have not always been true, but it 
is now. 

An article recently indicated that, 
according to financial disclosure re-
ports, I am the poorest Texan in Con-
gress. As one other Texas Member of 
Congress said just a couple of weeks 
ago when he heard my wife and I both 
cashed out our hard-earned retirements 
to make a run for Congress, he said, 
Wow, you really did come here for all 
the right reasons. And I would cer-
tainly like to think so. 

But if this bill becomes law, there 
will be no rich Members of Congress 
reined in, no blatant abuses will be 
ended. None of the people who have 

gotten enormously wealthy while in 
public office will feel any pinch at all. 
If this bill becomes law, I will now have 
to fire my comparatively low paid but 
imminently trusted and qualified, ac-
tually overqualified, and currently 
only campaign employee despite the 
complete transparency and financial 
disclosures that are currently required. 
This bill doesn’t drain the swamp, as 
has been represented, but protects the 
big swamp while adding another hurdle 
for anyone who does not have wealth to 
get here. 

In this job, it is important to have a 
spouse who can make campaign appear-
ances when necessary or helpful. A cou-
ple in which both need to work to put 
kids through college will have more 
difficulty in getting elected, because 
you can’t afford to have one or both 
not work still make appearances and 
put kids through school. 

My wife, as said earlier, works long 
and late, often at home at night to ful-
fill the requirements of a job which 
keeps getting more and more difficult 
because of the burdens placed by this 
body in an effort to look like we are 
reining in corruption. This bill does 
show, though it does not affect any-
thing that is already transparent, it 
does show when it comes to doing 
something meaningful to end this cor-
ruption, the majority is going to look 
the other way and not talk about the 
elephant in the room. 

This bill, as I say, will not affect the 
major problems in Congress; but if it 
were to become law, it will end a beau-
tiful partnership. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield to the gentleman from 
California (Mr. SCHIFF) such time as he 
may consume. 

Mr. SCHIFF. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today in support of H.R. 2630, the Cam-
paign Expenditure Transparency Act. 
This is legislation that I introduced to 
my colleague, Representative CASTLE, 
in early June in order to ensure that 
Federal officer holders and candidates 
are not personally enriched from ex-
penditure of campaign funds. I want to 
thank Mr. CASTLE, the majority leader, 
the chairman of this Committee on 
House Administration for working to 
bring this bill to the floor today. 

Numerous Members of Congress em-
ploy their spouses and family members 
for campaign activity, and the vast 
majority of them do this work appro-
priately and ethically. Unfortunately, 
others have not, and this practice has 
shown the potential to foster corrup-
tion and invite abuse. I joined my col-
league, Mr. CASTLE, in introducing this 
legislation because I believe it will 
help preserve the integrity of the insti-
tution and end the perception that of-
fice holders and candidates can benefit 
themselves financially from their cam-
paigns or service. 

The Campaign Expenditure Trans-
parency Act would end the practice 
where Federal office holders and can-
didates employ their spouses in their 
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campaigns and financially benefit from 
contributions to the campaign. The bill 
also requires a separate disclosure to 
the FEC of all of the payments, includ-
ing direct and indirect compensation 
which are made to immediate family 
members. 

Specifically, H.R. 2630, as amended, 
would prohibit any Federal office hold-
er or candidate from directly or indi-
rectly compensating his or her spouse 
from any political committee he or she 
controls for services to the committee. 
This language was used to ensure that 
someone could not get around this pro-
hibition by acting as a subcontractor 
or vendor to another individual or com-
pany receiving payments from the po-
litical committee. 

Additionally, this would ensure that 
the legislation does not prevent a 
spouse from being employed by a com-
pany that provides a service to a polit-
ical committee, unless the spouse’s 
compensation is increased as a result 
of that business. For example, a spouse 
could be employed by a phone company 
that the campaign contracts with so 
long as the spouse’s compensation is 
not increased based on that contract. 

Similarly, a spouse that is a share-
holder of a publicly traded company 
could receive dividends from that com-
pany notwithstanding the fact that a 
committee purchased services from 
that company. 

The legislation also does not prohibit 
committees from paying for legitimate 
travel and campaign expenses that are 
incurred by a spouse, as long as the 
FEC has determined the expenses to be 
appropriate campaign expenditures. 
The bill recognizes that spouses are 
often properly involved in campaign 
activity and that committee funds can 
be used to reimburse appropriate ex-
penses. 

The Campaign Expenditure Trans-
parency Act, as amended, stipulates 
that the penalty for violation of the 
provisions of the bill, if the candidate 
knew of the violation, would be im-
posed on the candidate and not on the 
committee. The amended version of the 
bill also clarifies the penalty is not a 
reimbursable expense by the com-
mittee. 

The legislation has the strong sup-
port of a number of reform-oriented or-
ganizations, including Democracy 21, 
the Campaign Legal Center, League of 
Women Voters, Common Cause, Public 
Citizen, and U.S. PIRG. 

I would also like to stress that many 
of our colleagues again have employed 
their spouses or immediate family 
members in their campaigns and have 
done so lawfully and ethically. Our 
family members are frequently our 
most trusted advisers and are willing 
to put in long hours for little com-
pensation. However, we are aware of 
cases in which this practice has been 
abused, and it is for this reason that 
this legislation is regrettably nec-
essary. Given the low public confidence 
in all public institutions at this point, 
this legislation is one important way 

to begin restoring the public’s faith 
that elected officials are working in 
the public’s interest and not in their 
own. I encourage my colleagues to sup-
port this legislation. 

I want to take just a minute to ad-
dress some of the comments that my 
friend from Texas has made. 

First, of course, there is nothing in 
this legislation that would break up a 
good team. There is nothing in this leg-
islation that prohibits spouses from 
working. And where, like most families 
these days, both members of the house-
hold need to work to support that fam-
ily, there is nothing in this bill that 
would stop it. 

It does provide that a spouse that has 
CPA skills or other skills employ those 
skills on someone else’s behalf for com-
pensation. They are more than wel-
come to provide those skills, as many 
of our spouses do, I think almost all of 
our spouses do, on a volunteer basis to 
help our campaigns. But the appear-
ance of propriety, and in some cases 
the actual impropriety, of having 
spouses working on commissions where 
a percentage of everything the cam-
paign raises effectively goes into the 
household of the office holder is one of 
the driving forces behind this legisla-
tion. 

I should mention that in my col-
league’s own home State of Texas, the 
State legislature and the Governor 
have passed and signed legislation pro-
hibiting this practice in Texas. So if 
you were running for the State legisla-
ture in Texas or you were an office 
holder in the State legislature in 
Texas, you would not be able to employ 
your spouse and pay your spouse out of 
campaign funds. That is a mis-
demeanor in Texas. So there are States 
that are really leading the way in 
terms of making sure that we avoid 
any appearance of impropriety. And I 
think that Congress, given the prob-
lems have been manifest in this insti-
tution as well, needs to follow the ex-
ample of some of those forward-think-
ing States. 

Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
Mr. SCHIFF be allowed to control the 
balance of the time on our side. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia now controls the time. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. SCHIFF. I thank the gentleman 

for yielding the time. 
At this point, I am happy to yield to 

my colleague, Mr. CASTLE, the cospon-
sor of this legislation, for 3 minutes. 

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
my friend and colleague from Cali-
fornia for his work on this bill. I think 
that Congressman SCHIFF has done a 
wonderful job in putting together and 
listening to what needs to be done on 
H.R. 2630, the Campaign Expenditure 
Transparency Act, to end the practice 
of making campaign payments to a 
candidate’s spouse; and I am in agree-
ment to the legislation. 

While I support going one step fur-
ther to prohibit the same payments to 

immediate family members and intro-
duced legislation to do so, I am pleased 
to lend my support to H.R. 2630, which 
I believe takes us in the right direc-
tion. 

Some Members of Congress employ 
their spouses and family members for 
campaign activity without abusing the 
system; however, the practice of pay-
ing spouses and family members cre-
ates the potential for campaign finance 
and ethics abuses. 

I listened carefully to the gentleman 
from Texas, who I think is very persua-
sive, anyhow, and understand his point 
of view, and as a matter of fact raises 
a couple of valid points. One is that the 
bill did not go through normal com-
mittee systems, which I think is a 
valid point. Another is the issue of lob-
bying by spouses and family members, 
which I think is perhaps even more 
abusive than what we are talking 
about here today and is something to 
be taken into consideration. But I do 
feel that if payment to a spouse be-
comes part of the Member’s family in-
come, the Member for all practical pur-
poses is receiving a direct personal fi-
nancial benefit of campaign funds, and 
I do believe that should be stopped. 

Obviously, if the spouse wishes to 
work in some other capacity, that cer-
tainly would be allowed, but not di-
rectly involved with the campaign. 

I believe there is a transparency 
issue here, and I believe that 2630 does 
move us in the direction of increased 
transparency, which I think is impor-
tant; and I urge my colleagues on both 
sides of the aisle to join me in sup-
porting this legislation. This may not 
end all abuses in campaign cir-
cumstances and in many instances 
there would not be an abuse, but it 
does end the possibility of it and cer-
tainly the transparency end of it, 
which I think is very important, as 
well. And I appreciate the gentleman 
yielding time. 

Mr. SCHIFF. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for his support. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. GOHMERT. Mr. Speaker, at this 

time I would like to yield to the gen-
tleman from the 22nd District of Cali-
fornia, an outstanding Member of Con-
gress, KEVIN MCCARTHY, for 4 minutes. 

Mr. MCCARTHY of California. Mr. 
Speaker, while I agree with the intent 
and substance of the bill, I have to ob-
ject to the process of bringing this bill 
to the floor under suspension in the 
time frame established without com-
mittee debate. 

There have been three versions of the 
bill. The committee received notice of 
the bill intent action by the majority 
just last Thursday when we all left 
town. Since then, the bill has been 
amended twice, and we just received 
the final version at 11:30 a.m. today 
when Members were just returning. 
H.R. 2630 has not been the subject of 
any debate or questioning by the com-
mittee. There is clarification needed as 
we go through on this debate. 

While I would support the bill, and I 
sit on the committee, I have only been 
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in this House and this body for 6 
months, and already I see we are re-
peating our old mistakes. As I sat on 
this floor when we debated H.R. 6, the 
ethics reform which I fully supported, 
voted for, passed with 430–1, to my 
amazement right afterwards we found 
that when we thought we were doing a 
good deed, we thought we were chang-
ing what we thought was wrong about 
flying around on these planes, having 
individuals be able to donate planes to 
fly around, soon we found out that 
those who are pilots on this floor, 
those who had their own plane, we said 
they couldn’t even fly on their own. 
Why? Because we did not go through 
the process that we have set up; we did 
not debate it in committee; we did not 
have clarification; we did not have 
light of day. 

While I am the first one to stand up 
and want the reform, I am also the 
first one to stand up and say going 
around the process is just as wrong. We 
should have the debate, we should have 
a bipartisan bill, we should have com-
mon sense, and we should learn from 
our mistakes. 

Our ratings are low, yes. Our ratings 
are low probably because of this action 
that we are trying to change. But they 
are also low because they see inaction. 
Don’t hurt the bill by going around the 
process. The end does not justify the 
means. 

Mr. GOHMERT. Mr. Speaker, I re-
serve the balance of my time. 

Mr. SCHIFF. I thank the gentleman 
for his comments, but it is hard to 
avoid the irony of my colleague’s ob-
jection that the bill is going too fast. 
For weeks now, we have been hearing 
the objection that the ethics reform 
measures in the House have been mov-
ing too slow; that we passed the lob-
bying reform bill in the House, that it 
hasn’t gone through the Senate, we 
haven’t gone through the conference 
committee. We are not progressing 
with the process of trying to clean up 
the institution. 

b 1545 

It’s going too slow. Well, today we’re 
hearing the problem with this bill is 
it’s going too fast. It seems like we 
can’t get the speed exactly quite right. 
It’s either too slow or too fast. 

The reason that we’re here today and 
moving quickly on this bill is that the 
bill was the subject of an amendment 
by my colleague in a separate bill in-
troduced by a Republican Member, an 
amendment introduced by myself, a 
Democratic member on the Rules Com-
mittee. The bill itself was introduced 
by Members on both sides of the aisle. 
The subject matter is very straight-
forward. Should we pay spouses out of 
campaign funds, or should we not pay 
spouses out of campaign funds? Should 
we disclose whether family members 
are getting paid, or should we not dis-
close whether family members are get-
ting paid out of campaign funds? 

There is, I think, a fairly broad, al-
most unanimous agreement on the 

merits of the bill. Even my friend that 
just stood up to object to the bill says 
he agrees with the substance and the 
intent of the legislation. So it’s a con-
sensus work product, a bipartisan work 
product, and given the criticism that 
we haven’t moved fast enough, we’re 
trying to move fast. This is an effort to 
move fast, but also to move thought-
fully, and that’s why we’re here today. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. GOHMERT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 
And I do appreciate the comments that 
have been made from my friend from 
California. And I would agree. I was 
not aware that anyone had ever been 
paid commissions or a spouse or a 
Member of Congress had ever been paid 
commissions. That’s entirely inappro-
priate. And I would agree on any meas-
ure that would go forward on that 
basis, making such a process inappro-
priate. 

I do find it troublesome that, at the 
same time, we want to demonize pay-
ing somebody less than what would be 
the going market value for services for 
the most overqualified person and the 
most trusted person to do that job. 

I always appreciate allusions to my 
home State of Texas, but Texas does 
have a lot of things that I think would 
be good for us to adopt here. They’re 
only in session 180 days every other 
year. That may be something else we 
want to look at doing in following 
Texas. 

But also, in Texas, the campaign 
laws do not necessitate, as I believe the 
Washington, the Federal laws do, a 
full-time, every-year campaign office. 

Mr. MCCARTHY, though, I would point 
out, never said anything about speed. 
His objection, and one of my objec-
tions, is about process. We were prom-
ised the most open government in his-
tory when the Democratic majority 
took over. That was something to 
which I was looking forward to, even 
though we were not going to be in the 
majority, and so far this is yet one 
other straw on the camel’s back that 
indicates that’s just not going to hap-
pen. 

But let’s face it. There are problems 
with improprieties in Congress, but 
there are so many requirements with 
campaigns regarding transparency that 
if someone is actually working there 
and making an appropriate wage, that 
appears to me to be about the most 
transparent thing a candidate and a 
spouse can do. It’s nothing behind the 
scenes, there’s no behind-the-scenes 
lobbying. There’s no in-home lobbying. 
There’s nothing of that nature. You 
have a partnership, and I think that 
can be a good thing, although I agree if 
there are abuses, as the gentleman 
pointed out, those should be addressed. 

So, in any event, I know that my 
friend Mr. SCHIFF and my friend Mr. 
CASTLE are both honorable men, and 
we disagree on what should be done on 
this bill. But I came forward today be-
cause I just could not simply get on the 

rah-rah bandwagon that I felt like 
many people would be getting just to 
make it look like they wanted to end 
improprieties, when really what this is 
dealing with is something to say 
there’s something being done about 
ethics. The bottom line is that the ele-
phant’s still sitting in this Chamber, 
big as ever, getting bigger, and so far 
that elephant has not been addressed. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. SCHIFF. Mr. Speaker, I just 
want to address very quickly the com-
ments by my friend, and then reserve 
the balance of our time. I don’t have 
any remaining speakers. 

I think that, if anything, there’s a 
more compelling case here in Congress 
than there is in my friend’s home State 
of Texas to enact a prohibition like the 
one contemplated in this bill. Texas 
may be in session only 180 days of the 
year. My guess is that the Texas mem-
bers of the legislature are paid prob-
ably substantially less than we’re paid 
in Congress, and the financial burden 
on those members of the legislature is 
probably, therefore, greater than the 
financial burden that we face. Whether 
they have to have a full-time campaign 
office or not probably depends on what 
kind of a district they’re running in. If 
it’s a very competitive district, then 
they probably pretty much have to be 
in campaign mode all the time. So if 
Texas can do it, where their members 
are paid less, where the financial pres-
sures are probably greater, we should 
be able to do it here. 

It’s not often, I have to say, that I 
point to Texas as the example to fol-
low, but when Texas gets it right, I’m 
more than happy to acknowledge it. 

There is also, I think, a certain irony 
with my friend’s argument that the 
Democratic majority promised an open 
government, and then here we’re offer-
ing this bill, and we’re moving quickly 
on this bill, and his stating opposition 
to a bill that is designed to bring trans-
parency to the process. 

I don’t know how you can argue in 
favor of open government and be op-
posed to a bill that offers greater 
transparency. Part of the reason the 
present system is inadequate is people 
do pay family members, but there’s no 
way for the public to know that they’re 
family members because they may not 
have the same last name, or they may 
pay a business that is controlled by the 
family member. And so there’s no 
transparency, and the public doesn’t 
know that that money is really going 
to the family; that when the candidate 
is out there, or the officeholder, asking 
for contributions for their campaign, 
that a certain percentage, whether it’s 
explicitly on a commission, or it’s just 
by virtue of a paycheck, that a certain 
part of that money is going into either 
the candidate’s own pocket or the of-
ficeholder’s own pocket because it’s 
going to their spouse, or it’s going to 
their son-in-law who doesn’t bear the 
same name, and people aren’t aware 
that it’s going to the candidate’s son- 
in-law and daughter. 
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So this does bring about greater 

transparency. I think it’s needed. 
There are Members that have been 

very open also. And this is why we’ve 
gone to a prohibition vis-a-vis spouses. 
There are Members who have been very 
open about the fact that they pay their 
spouse on a commission for every dol-
lar they bring into the campaign, and 
they make the same argument my 
friend makes, which is it’s very out in 
the open. Everybody knows about it. 
People that contribute to my campaign 
know that a certain percentage of that 
is going to go to my spouse, and they 
make the same argument; it must be 
fine since people are aware of it. 

But part of the problem is that peo-
ple making the contributions are aware 
of it, and so they know that by giving 
an officeholder a contribution, they’re 
also giving that officeholder a personal 
contribution through their spouse. And 
maybe that interest that wants to 
curry favor with that Member thinks, 
what better way than giving a con-
tribution where I know actually a part 
of that’s going to go directly into the 
pocket of the officeholder. 

So that’s part of the reason why 
we’re here. And I urge my colleagues to 
support the bill. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. GOHMERT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

I’m not sure that I would say that 
the financial pressures we’re holding 
off in the State legislature in Texas is 
greater. They have a great deal more 
flexibility in many ways. 

But the gentleman, as I understood 
to say, indicated there’s no way to 
know when a campaign is paying fam-
ily. And we just had to file financial 
disclosures. I had to list the sources of 
income for my wife. And as I under-
stand it, there’s also, you would, even 
if your children or other immediate 
family members have different names, 
I can see if there’s something that’s 
not required for disclosure in that fi-
nancial disclosure form that we could 
have legislation and make that so that 
it heightens the transparency. 

What I disagree with is the overall 
ban on allowing two people who sac-
rifice their lives, their fortunes, their 
sacred honor to be able to work to-
gether full time to continue to run for 
office. And there apparently are areas 
that need to be addressed, that need to 
be considered. But I come back to the 
fact that apparently the reason this 
seems to be rushed into the room is be-
cause people more powerful would say, 
we’ll do the little things that may 
make people feel like we’re doing 
something, but we’re not going to ad-
dress the big issues that really are 
hurting this body. 

But anyway, there are some things 
that apparently do need addressing. 
I’m all for transparency. I think sun-
light is truly the best disinfectant. But 
since this bill goes much further than 
that, then I do urge a ‘‘no’’ vote on this 
bill. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. SCHIFF. Mr. Speaker, I’ll close 
very briefly. 

I appreciate the points that my col-
league is making. There is a need for 
the transparency, even in the case of a 
spouse, particularly a spouse that may 
not carry the same last name as the of-
ficeholder. 

But more particularly, if a spouse 
even has the same name, or a son with 
the same name sets up a company, the 
company doesn’t bear the office-
holder’s name, there’s no way for the 
public to know that that money is ac-
tually going to the family. 

But more than that, you know, I 
think sometimes we get in the habit of 
thinking about how does this affect us; 
how does this affect our family; does 
this seem right to us, rather than how 
does the rest of the country view this. 
What does the rest of the country 
think about this? What does someone 
out in California or Texas or any of our 
50 States think about this? 

And I don’t think they view it the 
same way we’re discussing here today. 
I think they look at this and they say, 
gosh, when I send a contribution to 
this Presidential candidate or this Sen-
ate candidate or this congressional 
candidate, I expect that to go to the 
campaign. I don’t expect that to go to 
their family. That’s not right. And I 
don’t think they would be moved by 
saying, well, you know, those office-
holders, they often have a difficult fi-
nancial situation themselves, and cer-
tainly many do. But I think that the 
public has the right to expect that 
when they support a campaign, when 
they support a candidate, that the 
funds go to the campaign, they don’t 
go the candidate or their family. Or if 
they’re going to go to the family, out-
side of the spouse, that there’s very 
broad disclosure so that the public can 
make an informed decision about how 
they want to use their resources. 

That’s the purpose of the bill. I urge 
my colleagues to support it. 

Again, I want to thank my colleagues 
Mr. CASTLE and Mr. PLATTS on the 
other side of the aisle. I want to thank 
our chairman and our majority leader 
and our Rules Committee Chair for 
their support, as well as the Speaker. 

Mr. LOEBSACK. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in 
strong support of the Campaign Expenditure 
Transparency Act. I am proud to be a cospon-
sor of this bill, which prohibits candidates’ 
spouses from being compensated for cam-
paign work. 

To put it simply, no candidate or their 
spouse should ever use campaign contribu-
tions for personal gain. To do so would be to 
break the trust American citizens place in our 
country’s political process. 

While most candidates run their campaigns 
ethically and responsibly, even the suggestion 
that a single candidate has violated campaign 
finance regulations or has acted unethically in 
any way, taints the confidence the American 
people have in their elected officials. I strongly 
believe that we must act decisively to bring 
greater transparency and oversight to the 
campaign finance system. 

I also support fully transparent and publicly 
financed campaigns. The priorities of my con-
stituents are my priorities as a Member of 
Congress, and the political process should be-
long to them. Greater oversight and regulation 
is vital to ensuring the integrity of the electoral 
system. This bill is an important step, and I 
strongly urge its passage. 

Mr. SCHIFF. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
BRADY) that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 2630, as 
amended. 

The question was taken; and (two- 
thirds being in the affirmative) the 
rules were suspended and the bill, as 
amended, was passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: 
A bill to amend the Federal Election 
Campaign Act of 1971 to prohibit cer-
tain political committees from com-
pensating the spouse of the candidate 
for services provided to or on behalf of 
the committee, to require such com-
mittees to report on payments made to 
the spouse and the immediate family 
members of the candidate, and for 
other purposes.’’. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

f 

FEDERAL CUSTOMER SERVICE 
ENHANCEMENT ACT 

Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, I move to 
suspend the rules and pass the bill 
(H.R. 404) to require the establishment 
of customer service standards for Fed-
eral agencies, as amended. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The text of the bill is as follows: 

H.R. 404 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Federal Cus-
tomer Service Enhancement Act’’. 
SEC. 2. DEVELOPMENT OF PERFORMANCE MEAS-

URES AND STANDARDS FOR CUS-
TOMER SERVICE PROVIDED BY FED-
ERAL AGENCIES. 

(a) REQUIREMENT.— 
(1) PERFORMANCE MEASURES AND STAND-

ARDS.—The Director of the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget shall develop— 

(A) performance measures to determine 
whether Federal agencies are providing high- 
quality customer service; and 

(B) standards to be met by Federal agen-
cies in order to provide high-quality cus-
tomer service. 

(2) REQUIREMENT TO TAKE INTO ACCOUNT 
CERTAIN INFORMATION.—The standards under 
paragraph (1) shall be developed after taking 
into account the information collected by 
Federal agencies under subsection (b). 

(b) CUSTOMER SERVICE INPUT.—The head of 
each Federal agency shall collect informa-
tion from its customers regarding the qual-
ity of customer services provided by the 
agency. The information shall be collected 
through a survey, focus groups, or other ap-
propriate methods. Each Federal agency 
shall include this information in its perform-
ance report submitted under section 1116 of 
title 31, United States Code. 

(c) ANNUAL REPORT.—The Director of the 
Office of Management and Budget shall issue 
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